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Management Brief V

The Trainee Discharge Program (TDP), TRADOC Regulation 635—1 , was
imp lemented by the Army on 1 September 1973. It was designed to facil-
itate the earl y elimination of enlisted trainees who show themselves to
be poor or marginal in terms of their performance or their adjustment
to Army life.

Data on 238 dischargees and on 63 trainees successfull y completing
Basic Combat Training were obtained h oot each man by questionnaire and
personal interview , and the two groupf were compared on a number of
dimensions .

In addition , comparisons were math between two subgroups of
dischargees , Regular Army (128 cases) and Reserve (110 cases). Each
of these was also compared with the ss ccessful (non—dischargee) group.

The research focuses on two specific questions : (1) Is there infor—
mation in the background of an individual soldier who fails (Reservist
or RA), which will distinguish him from an individual, who succeeds? and
(2) What effect is produced on the pos :—military lifesty le of an m di—
vidua l who returns home after being in the Army for a brief period
(less than 180 days)?

In response to the first question , the discharged soldier seemed to
differ from the successful soldier in teveral ways : The dischargee had
more difficulty in school , comp lained nore of boring civilian jobs , and
was more likely to have been dissatisfied with civilian life .

Comparisons between the discharged Reservist and the discharged RA
soldier indicated that the Reservist was more family—oriented , more
satisfied with civilian life , had more difficulty in school , and was
more concerned about personal injuries during training. The Reservist
was less likely to have been involved in shoplifting and in marijuana
use and more likely to have been discharged for lack of aptitude . The
RA dischargee was separated more frequentl y for lack of self—disci pline
or for attitudinal reasons.

- -~ In response to the second questiot , no significant amount of change
appeared in my direction in the life sty le of individuals in the Army
less than 181i days. For most categories , “no change” was the most
frequent response , with fewer individtals indicating positive or
negative changes. However , a noteworth y, although dep lorable change
appeared in the category of arrest ret ords: 46Z of the dischargees
reported more arrests after discharge than before enlistment , and
41% reported fever.

~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



ANALYSIS OF CHARACTERISTICS OF SOLDIERS SEPARATED UNDER TRADOC
REGULATION 635—1

CONTENT S

Page

INTRODUCTION 1

METHODOLOGY 2

THE DATA 2

I. A Comparison of Regular Army Dischargees , Reserve
Component Dischargees, and Non-Di schargees 3

II. Comparison of Voluntary and Involuntary Dischargees 13

III. The impact of Army Service 17

APPENDIX A. I~.BLES ON RESERVE COMPONEt’. t VERSUS REGU LAR ARMY AND
EDUCATION/MENTAL CATEGO~Y 23

B. INDIVIDUAL CHANGES IN SELECTED VARIABLES
BEFORE ENTRY AND AFTER LEAVING THE ARMY 27

LIST OF TABLES

1. School Work Difficulty , by Discharge Category 4

2. Held Boring Jobs, by Discharge Category 4

3. Perception of Parents’ Happiness, by Discharge
Category 5

4. Argued with Parents, by Discharge Category 5

5. Had to Help Family, by Discharge ~ategory 6

6. Ran Away from Home, by Discharge category 6

7. Staying Out Late, by Discharge Category 7

8. Life Satisfaction, by Discharge Category 9

9. Taking Something f rom a Store , by Discharge Category 9

10. Marijuana Use, by Discharge Categitry 10

11. Training Injury Worries, by Discharge Category 11

~

k ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~ -~ r~~~ ~~~~—



~— - , - . - ,~~~~~~~~~~ - -~~~-, ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

_ _

Tables (continued ) Page

12. Reason for Discharge , by Discharge Category 12

13. Three or More Aptituth Area Scores Above 90 (ACB Code),
by Discharge Category 14

14. Desire to be Discharged , by Financial Problems
(Reserve Dischargees) 15

15. Desire to be Discharged , by Satisfaction with Life Prior
to Service (Reserve Diachargees) 15

16. Desire to be Discharged , by Living Arrangements Prior to
Entry (Reserve Dischargees) 16

17. Variable by Direction of Change 19

18. Total Changes in Lifestyle for Inlividuals 21

19. Net Changes in Lifestyle for Indi,iduals 21

A—i . AFQT Scores by Discharge Category (High School Graduates
and Non—Grad uates) 23

A—2. Education by Discharge Category (‘iFQT Lowest  Quartile) 24

A—3. Education by Discharge Category (~ FQT Second Quartil~) 25

A— 4. Education by Discharge Category (~F~t Third Quartile) 26

8—1. Individual Changes In Selected Va -iables Before Entry
And Af ter  Leaving The Army 27

- 

. 

— . ~~~~~~~~~~~~
. . 

_________________________



INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Army Trainee Discharge Program (TDP ) was designed to elim-
inate marginal or poor performers from the Army at a minimum cost to the
Army and to the individual.

An evaluation of this program gives rise to two kinds of questions,
one concerning the effect of the program on the Army and the other
concerning the effect of the Army on the individual.

This paper Is directed at two specific questions, one from each of
the more gen~ra1 areas. They are:

(1) In the backgrounds of individuals who fail, is there infor—
tnation which will distinguish them from those who succeed? and

(2) What is the effect of being in the Army less than 180 days
on the life—styles of the eliminated individuals?

An answer to the first question will help the Army make improved
decisions about selection of enlistees, thus saving both t ime and money . H

The question will be examined by using data on a selected group of
TDP disehargees and a corresponding sample of enliatees not discharged
prior to 180 days of service.

Specifically, a comparison between diechargees and non—diachargees
will be made on available variables. These Include demographics, socio-
economic status, and personal background information.

An additional breakdown of the sample into Regular Army (RA’s) and
Reserve Component ~Reserve) dischargees will be made to determine
background differences between these groups .

The second question is directed at effects of the Army experience
on the individual, with the specific concern of impact on a diachargee’s
life—style. Two issues will be examined in this context: first, are
there significant differences between before and after life—styles
characteristic of dischargees, i.e., working situation, satisfaction,
legal problems, etc.?

Second, does the individual’s desire to leave the Army affect his
post—service adjustment, i.e., do those who wanted the discharge
behave differently after being discharged than those who wanted to
stay in the Army?

Again, RA—Reserve status will be used as a control variable in this
analysis.

L.
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METHODOLOC ‘1

Because of the small N’s (238 disc~ argees and 63 control), simple
cross—tabulations were used to examine the effect of each independent
variable. The large number of tables generated in this process
necessitates the use a stringent—cut cff point for the signifi-
cance tests used. Thus , only those tables showing a significance level
of p< .Ol* were included . These analyres are reported in Section I
and II.

In Section III, the impact of the Army experience on a number of
different variables will be analyzed f rom two perspectives :

(1) which var iables show important changes over all subjects from
the pre—Army period to the post—Army period and

(2) how many individuals show a pattern of change versus a pattern
of stability over a nianber of variables.

Because of the small number of complete cases, individuals who
answered both the pre— and post—Army versions of the question8 , the
sophisticated multivariate statistical techniques required for a
complete analysis of these data were not possible.

Instead , sotre basic elements of this analysis were used to evaluate L
available data. For each subject , nine before—and—after questions were
examined to determine if the subject improved his position , stayed the
same, or experienced a decrease in each area.

This procedure allowed an examination of the distribution of changes
in each variable, over all subjects, and an examination of different
patterns of changes among individuals. The small N did not allow tests
for statistical significance or distribution based on other techniques,
e.g., cluster analysis.

THE DATA

The sample of dischargees and the control group were developed by
the Bendix Corporation ; detailed descriptions are contained in
previously—published r6ports on these data . Questionnaires were
developed and administered by Bendix.

*Tests of significance include Chi square , adjusted Chi square, and
Fisher ’s Exact Test , depending on tie N.

“Ronald G. Bauer , et al. Evaluation ~f Early Enlistment Failures Under
the U. S. Army Trainee Discharge Pr gram. Alexandria, VA: Army
Research Institute Technical !~eport TR Th-Bl, November 1975.
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SECTION I. A COMPARISON OF RE(ULAR ARMY DISCHARGEES ,
RESERVE COMPONENT DISCRARGEES, AND NON_DISCHARf EES*

Each of the three basic groups in this analysis is compared on all
variables for which data are availabl~ . Following is a report of those
instances in which RA and Reserve dis thargees were significantly
different  from each other as well as ~in the aggregate form) from non—
dischargees .

Schoolwork

Table 1. shows differences between dischargees and non—diachargees
on the question of having difficulty ‘~ith schoolwork. The non—
diechargees reported far less extent of difficulty than did the
dischargees .

There are also substantial differ nces between RA dischargees (less
difficulty) and Reserve dischargees (more difficulty). The pattern is
toward greater difficulty from non-di~chargees to RA dischargees to
Reserve dischargees.

Interesting Jobs

Table 2 again shows large differences between diachargees and non—
diachargees , with somewhat smaller differences among the diachargee
categories. Non—dischargees are less likely to have found their
civilian jobs boring than either of the other groups .

Among dischargees, Reserves are somewhat less likely to have found
their jobs boring than RA ’s. However, despite the high significance
level, the n~ asure of predictive association (Lamba) is very low.

Family Relations

In Table 5 there is a somewhat different  pattern . Reserve
dischargees are most likely to have perceived their parents as happy
together, followed by non—dischargees , and finally by RA dischargees.
Similar patterns are exhibited on several other “family” variables

Thus, Table 4 shows Reserve dischargees least likely to have argued
with parents; Table 5 shows Reserves most likely to help their families;
Table 6 shows them as less likely to have run away from home than RA’s
(although not less likely than non—diachargees); and Table 7 indicates
that Reserves are less likely to stay out later than their parents
wanted them to.

*Data on the RA—Reserve status of non-diachargees were not available.

- : 5 -
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Table 1. School Work Difficulty , by Discharge Category

Reserve
RA Dischargee Dischargee Non-flischarvee

Had d iffi c ulty 38.3% 54.5% 19.0% 40.2%

~ith s~ hoo 1 work ~~~~~~~

__ 

(49) 

— 

(60) (12) (121)

Had no difficulty 61. 7% 45.5% 81.0% 59 .8%

~.ith school work (~9) (50) (51) (180)

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(US) (110) (63) (301)

Chi Square = 21 .33823 p<O.Ol
Cont ingency Coe f f i c i en t = 0 .25729
Lambd a (asymmet ric) = 0.0635S with fliscl arge Category as dependent variable

(.

Tabl e - . Held Boring Jobs , b3 Discharge Category

Re serve
RA Dischargt e Dischargee Non-Dischargee

41.4% 32.7% 14.3% 32.6%
Field Roring Jobs (53) (36) (9) (98)

Nd not hold 54 . 7% 61.8% 81.0% 62.8%
1~or in g  Jo ’s i (~ 0) (68) (51) (189)

3.9% 5.5% ~.8% 4.7%
~issing Dat a (5) (6) (3) (14)

100.0% 100 .0% 10f~.0% 00.0%
(128) (110) (63) 301)

Chi Square = 14.51102 p = 0. 00 58
Con t ingency Coeff ic ient  = 0 .2 144 ~’
Lambda (asyrmietric) = 0.00578 with Di s hargc Category as dependent variable

- -
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Table 3. Perception of Parents ’ Happiness , by Discharge Category

Reserve
RA Discharge~ Dischargee Non-Pi schargee

11.1% 80.0% 77.8% 75.7%
Paren ts Happy (91) (88) (49) (228)

25.0% 10 .0% 17 .5% 17.9%
Paren ts linhappy (32) 

— 

(11) (11) (54)

- - 3 .9% 10 .0% 4.8% 6.3%
~1issing Data (5) (11) (3) (19)

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(128) (110) (63) (301)

Chi Square 11 .87634 p = 0.0183
Contingency Coefficient = 0.19483
Lambda (asymmetric) = 0.03468 with Discharge Category as dependent variable

Table ~.. Argued with Parents , by Discharge Category

Reserv e
RA Dischargee Dischargee Non- [}ischargee

6.3% 11.8% p .5% 9 .0%
ce (8) (13) (6) (27)

Twice 10.2% 8.2% 6.3% 8.6%
(13) (9) (4) (26)

Three or Four Times 
(10) (2])

Five or ~1ore Tines (129)

Never 25.0% 42.7% 30.2% 32.6%
(32) (47) (19) (98)

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(128) (110) (63) (301)

Chi Square = 18.84059 p 0.0157
Contingency Coefficient = 0. ~427 1
Lambda (asynvnetric) O.1329 with Disch -trge Category as dependent variable

_ _  -
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Table . Had to Help Fami ly, by Discharge Category

Reserve
RA Diachargee Dischargee ‘~on-flischarge”

- 32.°% 4 2 .
b0.

~ 27.0% 34.9%
t) t t e n  ( 4 1 )  (47) ~

- (17) (105)

68.9~ S .3% 68.3% 64.1%
Seldom or ~€‘v~ r 

~fl (3) (43) (193)

P . 0% 0.0% I 4.8% 1.0%
‘liss i n g  Pa ta  

— — 

(0)  (0) (3)

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(128 (110) (63) (301)

Chi ~q utr ~’ 15.96n~ 1 p = 0 0031
Cor.t~ngency Coefficient =

Lambda ( a s y m m e t r i c )  = 0 .05 2 02 with Discharge Category as dependent vari able

Tab le ~~~. Ran Away From Home , by Discharge Category

Re serve
RA Disc~ argee Dischargee Non-flischarge~

— 

s~ . 1% ~~~~~~ ~6.2% 66.8%
Never (80) (48) (201)

21.l ~ 12.7% 19.0% 17.6%
Once (2~~ (1 4) (12) (53)

14 . S% 5.5% 3.2% 9.0%
Twice (1~~) (6) (2) (27)

3. )% 4.5% 1.6% 3.7%
Three or Four Times (5~ (5) (1) (11)

3. % 4.5% 0.0% 3.0%
Five or ‘~1ore Times (~ 

(5) (0) (9)

100. ~% 100. 1% 100.0% 100.0%
(l21~ (11 01 (63) (301)

Chi Square = l8.262~~ p = 1 .0193

Contingency Coefficient = 0.23~ 1’
Lambda (asymmetric) = fl .flJf~24 ~.ith 11 sch arpe Category as dependent variable

— — ~
-
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Table 7: Staying Out Late, by Discharge Category

Reserve
RA Dischar~ee Dischargee Non-Dischargee

1.6% 5.5% 4.8% 3.7%Once 
(2) (6) (3) (11)

5.5% 7.3% 4.8% 6.0%
Twice 

(7) (8) (3) (18)

6.3% 8.2% 19.0% 9.6%
Three or Four Times (8) (9) (12) (18) 4

70.3% 55.5% 65.1% 63.8%
Five or More Times 

(90) (61) (41) (192)

16.4% 23.6% 6.3% 16.9%Never 
(21) (26) (4) ~~~

100.0% 100.0% 100.0 100.0%
(128) (110) (63) (301)

Chi Square = 19 .9 1747 p = 0.0105
Contingency Coefficient = 0.24942
Lambda (asymmetric) = 0 . 0~:092 with Discharge Category as dependent variable

__________ L- - .~~-.-.——~~— . - ~~~~ -
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The Reserve dischargees seem more ikely to exhibit a strong family
orientation than either of the other gioups.

An attempt was made to determine i i  t h i s  p a t t e r n  h e l d  up  for a
collaps ed scale of famil y orientation ~ariab 1es . Rut the Chi Square
did not meet our criterio n for inciu Sil n (the significance leve l was
.03), despite a tendency in that direction.

Satisfact ion with Civilian Life

Anoth er attribute on which the Reserves were somewhat more stable vas
satisf a ction with civilian life. Table 8 shows that Reserves were
s ignitic a nt l v more likel y to be satisf ed with civilian life.

This response is expected because hey did not choose the full—time
Army alternative . It may also indicate a different motivational
stru cture for Reserves and RA ’ s.

Stea1in~

Table 9 presents the response dist i ibut ion of the item asking how
often the respondent has taken something from a store without paying
tot it. The results indicate that the lowest frequency of dishonest
behavior among the Reserve dischargees and the highest among the non—
dischargees.

These findings appear to parallel t hose of stronger family orien-
tation among the Reserve dischargees , althoug h it is equall y poss ib l e
that the Reservists were merel y less candid in their reponses.

C i v i l i a n M a r i j uana Use

Sub ~ects were asked to report the frequency of their use of mari-
juana prior to entering the service. These r e s u l t s  are p r e s e n t e d  in
Table 10. Once again , the pattern appears of highest use among non—
dischargees , lower among RA dischargees , and lowest among Reserve
disch argees. Once again , though , one annot dismiss the possibility
that the groups were differe itIal l y candid in their responses.

Worries over Training Injuries

Differences were noted z mong the three groups on their extent of
reported worries abou t inju t ies (luring rraining (Table 11). The
Reserve djschargees most often reported frequent or occasional worries
about injuries. The RA pers nnel repor~ed far fewer worries.

_____________ —~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ _:~~~~~~~ - I ~~~ 
— 
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Table ~~~. Life Satisfaction, by Discharge Category

Res erv e
BA Dischargee Dischargee Non-Dischargee

P1.2 % 68.2% 54.0% 5 .1%

I ( i 3 )  ( 1 ~ ) ~~4) 
( ( 1 2 )

10 9% 6.4% 36.5% 14.6%

Neither Satisfied (14) (7) (23) (44)
nor Dissatisfied _____________

39.8% 25.5% 9.5% 28.2%

Dissatisfied (51) (28) (6) (85)

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(128) (110) (63) (.~
01)

Chi Square = 45 .0483 p<0.O1
Contingency Coeff icien t - 0.36080
Lambda (asymmetric) = 0.12139 with Discharge Category as dependent variable

Table ~~. Taking Something from a Store, by Discharge Category

Reserve
BA Dischargee Dischargee ~on.Djschargee

43.0% 52.7% 27.0% 43.2%
Never (55) (58) (17) (130)

13.3% 19.1% 72.2% 17.3%
Once (17) (21) (14) (52)

12.5% 13.6% 14.3% 13.3%
Twice (16) (15) (9) (40)

7.0% 1.8% 11.1% 6.0%
Three or Pour Tines (0) (2) (7) (18)

24.2% 12.7% 25.4% 20.3%
Five or More Times (31) (14) (16) (61)

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(128) (110) (63) (301)

Clii Square = 19.63667 = o.oii~
Con tingency Coefficient = 0.24 ’47
LamhJa (asymmetric) = 0.040406 with Discharge Category as dependent variable

- L.__ 
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Table 10. Marijuana Use , by Discharge Category

Reserve
BA Dischargee Dischargee Non-Dischargee

41.4% I 53.6% 33.3% 44.2%
leve r (53) (59) (21) (133)

_____________________________

14.8% 10.0% 4.8% 11 .0%
One Time Oi ly (19) (11) (3) (33) 1

3.1% 3.6% 3.2% 3.3%
Once or Twice a Year 

(4) (4) (2) (10)

0 .8% 2 . 7 %  12. 7% 4.0%
Three to Ten Times

(1) (3) (8) (12)
a Year

7. 0% 5.5% 7.9% 6.6%
Once or Twice a Month (9) (6) (5) (20)

13.3% 10.9% 15.9% 13.0%
Once or Twice a Week (17) (12) (10) (39)

19.5% 13.6% 22.2% 17.9%
Daily

(25) (15) (14) (54)

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(128) (110) (63) (301)

Ihi Square = 27.13057 P = 0.0074
Contingency Coefficient = 0 .28755

Lambda (asymme t ric) = 0. 07514 with Discharge Category as dependent variable

-10 - 
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Table 11. Training Injury Worries , by Discharge Category

Rese rve
BA Discharge~ Dischargee Non Dischargee

11.7% 23.6% 6.3% 15.0%Very Often Worried (15) (26) (4) (45)
About Inju ~~~

11.7% 18.2% 19.0% 15.6%
Occasionally Worried (15) (20) (12) (47)

About Injuries

26.6% 14.5% 38.1% 24.6%
Seldom Worried 

~ 4) (16) (24) (74)
About Injuries

50.0% 43.6% 36.5% 44.9%
Never Worried (64) (48) (23) 

- 

(135)

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(128) (110) (63) )301)

Chi Square = 22 .90808 p = 0.0008
Contingency Coefficient = 0.26594
Lambda (asymmetric) = 0.09249 with Discharg e Category as dependent variable

Differences between BA iischargees and non—dischargees were very
slight and non—significant. The pattern of these responses suggests a
difference between the Reserve personnel or the Reserve environment and
those of the Regular Army , r ather than suggesting a reason for discharge .

Reasons fo r Discharge

The BA and Reserve disehargees were then compared on their reasons
for discharge (Table 12). The most signif Leant findings were the much
higher incidence of aptitude as a reason for discharge among the
Rese rvists , and self—discipline among the BA disehargees .

- 12 -



Table 12. Reason for Discharge , by Discharge Category

Re serve
RA Dischargee Dischargee

Attitude 
3~~~~

Apt itude 14.6% 3~~~~ 2~~~~

Motivation 
22.0% 21.4% 21.7%

Self-Discipl ine  26•
(
O~
) 

~~~~~ 

- 

~~~~

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(123) (98) (221)

Chi Square 17.64 p = 0.000523
Contingency Coefficient = 0.66891
Lambda (asymmetric) = 0.43353 with Discharge Category as dependent variable
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Other reasons (attitude , motivation ) are quite similarly distrib-
uted. A probable explanation is the lower selection criteria for
reservis ts , who wer e more frequently discharged for aptitude reasons.
(A comparison of the distributions of these data after removing the
“aptitude ” responses reveals that the lifferences are not significant.)
This conclusion is supported by Table 13 , which shows significantl y
lower aptitude scores for the Reserve lischargees than for the BA
dischargees.

Another way to view this is to pool all non-aptitude reasons for
comparison with aptitude reasons . In such a comparison BA dischargees
were separated for non-apti tude reasons over aptitude reasons in a
5:1 ratio, while for Reservists this was only a 2:1 ratio.

SECTION II. COMPARISON OF VOLUNTAR f AND INVOLUNTARY DISCHARCEES

Dischargees were asked if their dismissal from the Arm y was with
the ir consent or contrary to  their wis tes.  Sixty—three percent said
they wanted to be discharged , and 33% lid not want to be discharged .
(Four percent were undecided.)

One possible implicatie n of this qiestion is that those 1e~ving are
somehow d i f f e r en t , e i ther  in their background or in the ac t iv i ’  ies
they pursue upon leaving the Army. This possibility was testec by
comparing the “voluntary ” and “involuntary ” dischargees across a number
of background and post—Army activities .*

The variables selected parallel those used in the befora—and after
analysis discussed above . In additior , analyses were again conducted
with BA—Reserve as a contro l variable.

*Var iables t ested include : (1) Perman~ nt or temporary job pri or to
entry ; (2) earnings prior to entry; (3) job satisfaction priot to entry ;
(4) school enrollment prior to entry ; (5) financial problems prior to
entry ; (6) living conditions prior to entry; (7) parental problems
prior to entry ; (8) arrests prior to entry; (9) satisfaction with
civilian life prior to entry ; (10) job status at enlistment ; (11) job
status after discharge ; (12) hours per week work after discharge ; (13)
permanent or temporary job a f te r  discharge ; (14) earnings a f t e r
discharge ; (15) job satisfaction after ‘lischarge ; (16) school enroll-
ment after discharge ; and ( 17)  ar res ts  a f te r  discharge .

- 1 ’ -
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Table 1~~. Three or lore Aptitud .~ Area Scores Above 90(A CB Code , by Discharge Category

Reserv e
BA Discharg3e Dischargee

Yes 96 .7% 84.4% 92 .7%
(89) (38) (127)

No 3.3% 15.6% 7.3%
(3) (7) ( 10)

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(92) (45) (137)

Cht Squa re = 6.75 p 0.009371
Contingency Coefficient = 0.49370
Lambda (asymmetric) = 0.19075 with Discharge Category as dependent variable

These analyses produced three sign Lficant results , all of wh ich were
for  Rese rve dischargees. Table 14 sho’~s that  “voluntary ” discha rgees were
significantly less likely to have had inancial problems prior to service
entry than were “involuntary ” discharg~es.

Similarly, “voluntary ” dischargees were significantly more likely to
be sa t isfied with their lives prior to entry than “involuntary” dis—
chargees (Table 15). These results su ;gest that the natural  tendency
for  individuals who had fewer problems in civilian life is to be less
inclined to want to remain in an “unha py” situation.

The fact that these results are not reflected in other similar
life condition variables is somewhat s irprising. Also , since no signif-
ican t difference is seen between RA’s and Rese rves on the “volun t ary—
involuntary” ques t ion , it is noteworthy that the results were not
repl icated for Regular Army dischargee~;.

The third significant finding (Tat’Ie 16) shows Desire to be Dis-
charged as significantl y related to Living Arrangements Prior to Entry.
The large number of categories made t~ is f a i r l y difficul t to interpret.
Al so , the fa~ t that the value of Lamb.la is 0.0 demonstrates that the
statistical ~;ignific ance is not indic .’tive of useful results.

— —
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Table 11k . Desire to be Di ,charged , by Fi nancia l Proble ms

(Reserv e Discha gees)

Financ al Problems Prior to Ent ry

Yt ’s 
— 

No 
-

7c .4% 74.~ % 100%
Voluntary 

I~17) (bO) 67

Undecided 

- - 

100%

Involtmtary 
~~~ 

100%

40 70 110

Chi Square = 8.95769 p 0.0113
Contingency Coefficient = 0.27441
Lambda (asymmetric) = 0.11628 with Desire to Be Discharged as the dependent variable

Table 15. Desire to be Discharged , by Satisfaction with Life
Prior to Service (Reserve Dischargees)

L

Satisfied Undecided Dissatisfied

V 1. 
7(~ 1% 7.5% 13.4% 60.9%

0 untary 53) (5) (9) (67)

Undecided 100 .0% 0 .0% 0.0% 100 .0%

I i 48.8% 4.9% 46.3% 37.3%
flVO tmtary (20) (2) (19) (41)

75 7 28 110
1JO.O%

Chi Square = 15.46951 p 0.)038
Contingency Coefficient = 0.3511 3
Lambda (asymmetric) = 0.23256 with Des re to be Discharged as the dependent variable
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SECTION III. ThE IUPACT OF ARM Y SERVICE

The second major question raised ii this report Is how a brief stay
in the Army impacted the lifestyles of diachargees. Nine areas for
which data were available on both pre—J~rmy and post—Army situations
were compared for all subjects.*

These areas are: (1) presence or -ibsence of supervisory respon-
sibility; (2) number of hours worked p’~r week; (3) permanent versus
temporary job status ; (4) salary ; (5) job satisfaction ; (6) enroll-
ment in school or training program ; (7) arrest record ; (8) Duncan
Socto—Economic Work Index Score ; and ()) living situation changes.

Each dischargee was compared on alL nine variables as he responded
to them fo r pre— and post—A rmy conditions . The results were analyzed
for question differences and for individual differences. The questions
were evaluated in terms of the degree to which there was change and ,
where possible, the direction of that change.**

Thus , fo r items 1 throug h 5, 7, and 8, an evaluation as to whether
the dischargee was better or worse off after his Army experience was
included In the analysis. Item results will be discussed first,
individual distributions second.

*“All subjects” refers to those for wh om data was available on both
pre—Army and post—Army conditions on each question. This require-
ment severely limited the number of respondents and also restricted
the analyses which could be performed. The basic number of compar-
isons for all nine variables is 76. A table indicating individual
responses to each item Is contained in Appendix B. Subjects who did
not respond in at least six ar.~as ar.~ not included.

**Missing data caused significant probl~nis. In the calculation of
results for changes on items, dischar,~ees were included if the indi-
vidual responded to six or more items. Actually, the pattern of
response showed 76 individuals (of 238) who fit those requirements.
All others responded to either two or three of the items. This rather
regular pattern raises some question about the method of data collec-
tion , but we are not able to answer this question on the basis of
available Information.

- 
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A total t 626 posslblc changes for the dischargees are included in
this analysi~~. Of these , ~22 ac tuall) occu’ red , approximately one—third .
Sim il a r l y, there were 475 changes to ~.

. iich we could assign some valence ,
positive or negative shift .

Of these changes , only 107 took place. Considering the timeframe
in which the changes occurred , generally three to six months , this does 

1 
-

not seem to be an inordinate number oi changes across nine areas for a
group of men such as these.

Tab le 17 shows the item by item bieakdown . Among other inter-
esting aspects of this table are the following:

I. Arrest record shows the most total change , followed by the
Duncan Index and salary. All other variables have less than 50% change.

2. Presence of supervisory responsibility shows the least change
(probably because of low initial variance). It is followed by living
situation , permanent—temporary job status , and job satisfaction.

These results indicate that about three—quarters of the dlschargees
were likely to return to the same , or very similar , living and working
conditions after discharge as they were in before entry into the Army.

3. Income , a r res t record , and the Duncan Work Index show the
greatest amount of positive change , that is, they were most likely to
increase after discharge . l4re than one—third of all reporting sub-
jects had increase in these areas.

On the other hand , these same variables were also most likely to
show negative change. With the exception of arrest record , however , the
negative change was much smaller than the positive change.

5. Salary and the Duncan Work Index have the largest positive ratios
of change , i.e., greatest margin of positive over negative changes (10%
and 20% respectively).

*The variables to which a valence was assigned include the following:
(1) presence or absence of supervisory responsibili ty——+l if presen t
af ter but not before , 0 if the same in both time frames, and -1 if
present before , but not after; (2) number of hours worked per week——+1
if after was great , 0 if the same , — l if before was greater; (3)
permanent—temporary ~ob statu s——+ 1 if after permanent and before tempo-
rary, 0 if the same , —l if after temporary and before permanent ; (4)
sala ry—— +l i f  after higher , 0 if equal , —I if before great~ r; (5) job
gati sfa ct i~’n— —+ L if after greater (three—point scale), 0 if equal , —1
if before greater; (7) arrest record——+l if arrested before but not
a f ter , 0 if the same , — 1 if arrested after but not before ; and (8)
Duncan Socio—Econ omic Work Index Score——+ l if higher af ter , 0 if equal ,
—1 if highe r before.
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In fact , only arrest re :ord shows a greater than 21% negative
change. Thus, the observation about little change for the length of
t ime being considered seems to apply even more strongly to negative
change on the variables.

6. The negative to positive ratio favors poorer changes for three
var iables (supervisory responsibility, permanent—temporary job , and
arrests).

The first two exhibit small changes , gener all y with  the highes t
value equal to 16% negative change. Arrests is ~he mos t uns table
var iable with highest change positive or negative.

Individua l changes for each subject are listed in Table 18, by
the br eakdown of the number of changes for individuals. The mean
number of changes is 2.92. Only eight dischargees experienced no
changes , while only three had more than five.

Table 18 does not show negative and positive changes but seems again
to demonstrate the relatively small number of changes associated with
a relatively long timeframe and a change in job.

Table 19 is designed to show positive and negative changes for
those variables for which direction could be determined . The breakdown L
provided is for net change , i.e., the total positive less the total
negative changes.

The two variables for which direction could not be determined were
not included in this table. In a collapsed form (the far right—hand
column of Tabl e 19) the net changes fall into three roughly equal
group s of positive , zero , and negative change.

Thus, overall , about two—thirds of the dischargees experienced a
composite positive or neutral change. )n the other hand , about one—
third experienced a net negative change over the period they spent in
the Army.* j

Another way to view the same data is to determine the number of
dischargees who experienced any negative changes after leaving the Army.
Of 76 dischargees with useful data , 47 had at least one negative
change.

*The variables are equally weighted in these analyses. If one
variable were really more important to .iischargees , its significance
would not show up in the analysis. Sin:e we had no means of deter—
mining relative importance , this potentiall y useful information will
have to be left to future research. Our findings should be inter—
preted with this problem in mind .

- 2C -
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Table 1~~. Total Changes in Li festy le for Individuals

Number of Numbe r of
changes Individuals

0 
- 

8
1 

- 10
2 11
3 

— 17
4 15
5 12
6 2
7 1
8 1) -

—

— 
9 

-—  
()

TOTAL 
— 

76 •

Table 19. Net Changes in Lifestyle for Individuals

Number of Number of Percent of
N~t Changes Individuals Individuals

Positive
Changes: 5 1

14 14
3 5 7%
2 11
1 9 12%

No change 0 22 30%

Negative
Changes -1 114 18%

-2 7
-3 1
-14 1 1%
-5 1 1%

Total 76 100%
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Again , any Interpretation of the irpac t of Army service on their
change or the likelihood of similar cha nges occurring even without Army
service is problematic.

In addition , a Larg e number of dischargees were without jobs at the
time of the interview. Many of these people are not in this sample ,
which could bias the results.

Further anal yses of these data seen unprofitable due to the small N
and large amounts of missing informati n from the original sample of 238
dischargees. However , if such analyses were to be performed on better
data , some very useful results might be obtained.

For example , a cluster analysis of dischargees over these and other
useful behavior variables would produce groups with similar patterns .
Performance data then could be compared to determine possibility of
increasing our ability to predict behavior from patterns , as well as to
study Army impact on a dischargee ’s lif estyle.

The same kind of approach could be used on before—only information
to hel p increase predictive capabilitii~s. Unfortunately, the quality
of the data available here would not p.’rmit the use of such a multi—
variate approach.
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Table A-2: Education by Discharge Category
(AFQT Lowest Quartile)

Reserv e
RA Dischargees Dischargees

8th Grade 11.1% 1 8.9%

9th G d 11.1% 23.7% 19.8%ra e (2) (9) (11)

10th Grade 
5.8% 10.5% 8.9%

11th G do 0.0% 39.5% 26.8%ra (0) (15) (15)

12 th Gr de 72.2% 15.8% 33.9%
a (13) (6) (19)

Some College 0.0% 2.6% 1.8%

18 38 100.0%
(56)

Chi Square = 20 .50620 p = 0.0010
Contingency Coefficient = 0.51772
Lambda (asymmetric) 00 0.38889 with Discharge Category as dependent variable
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Table A-3: Educat on by Discharge Category
(AFQT Second Quartile)

Reserve
RA Dischargees Dischargees

0.0% 17.4% 7.4%7th Grade (0) (4) (4)

8th Grade °•(g~ 
13~~~

9th Grade 6.5% 21.7% 13.0%

10th Grade 

- 

12.9% 8.7% 11.1%

29.0% 21.7% 25 .9%11th Grade (9) (5) (14)

48.4% 17.4% 35.2%12th Grade (15) (4) (19)

3 2~ 00% 19%Some College 
(1) (0) (1)

31 23 100.0%
(54)

Chi Square = 16.84375 p = 0.0107
Contingency Coefficient 0.48539
Lambda (asymmetric) = 0.43478 with Discharge Category as dependent variable
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Table A-14: Educat~.on by Discharge Category(A1’QT Third Quart i le)

Reserv e
RA Dischargees Dischargees

Missing Data 
I 

7 .7% ~~~~

8th Grade I 
0.0% 30.8% 7.3%

9th Grade 4.8% 23.1% 9.1%

10th Grade 30.8% 12.7%

11th Grade 21.4% 0.0% 16.4%

12th C d 66.7% 7.7% 52.7%ra e (28) (1) (29)

42 13 100.0%
(55)

Chi Square = 33 . 5 0 4 71  p<O.Ol
Contingency Coefficien t = ‘f .61528
Lambda (asymmetric) = 0.53~48 with Discharge Category as dependent variable

L 
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APPENDIX B

INDIV IDUAL CHANGES IN SELECTE D VARIABLES BEFORE ENTRY AND AFTER LEAVING ThE ARMY
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